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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


Michel  D.  Weill,  President 
Gardner  A.  Dailey,  Pice-President 
Mrs.  Charles  B.  Porter 
J.  Joseph  Sullivan 
James  J.  Walsh 


L.  Deminc  Tilton, 
Director  of  Planning 
J.  Roger  Deaj, 

Secretory  to  the  Comm 


Room  252,  City  Hall 
San  Frandico  2,  California 


August  1,  1946 


Honorable  Roger  D,  Laphazm,  Mayor 
City  and'Ccunty  of  San  Francisco 
Room  20C,  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  2,  California 


Dear  Mayor  Lapham: 

In  March  of  this  year,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
acting  In  behalf  of  the  airlines  serving  San  Francisco, 
requested  this  Commission  to  make  a study  and  report  upon 
sites  for  a central  bus  terminal  in  or  near  the  downtown 
district.  It  is  apparently  the  desire  of  the  airlines  to 
sponsor  jointly  and  with  private  funds  the  development  of 
such  a terminal  if  a suitable  location  can  be  fouhd0 


Inasmuch  as  this  proposal  involves  parking, 
traffic  routing,  new  streets  and  freeways «,  transit  services, 
and  other  problems  related  to  the  Master  Plan,  the  Commission 
voted  to  make  the  study  requested*  Our  report  has  been 
completed  and  is  now  ready  for  release.  We  are  pleased  to 
submit  a copy  herewith  for  your  information  and  files* 


Very  truly  yours, 


Michel  D.  Weill 
President 
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FOREWORD 


This  report  has  been  prepared  at  the  request  of  the  air- 
lines and  their  contract  carriers,  submitted  through  the 
Aviation  Committee  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce.  It  will  be 
used  largely  by  these  private  interests.  They  expect  to 
build  the  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  and  they  want  it  to 
be  in  the  right  location,  insofar  as  such  a location  can 
be  determined  at  this  time.  The  report  assumes  that  the 
airlines  prefer  to  retain  ticket  and  service  offices  in 
the  downtown  area. 

The  Planning  Commission  and  its  technical  staff  appreciate 
the  opportunity  of  presenting  their  views  on  this  matter 
before  final  action  is  taken.  In  our  opinion  this  reflects 
a helpful  spirit  of  cooperation  between  the  business  com- 
munity and  the  municipality  and  will  tend  to  make  the  city 
planning  program  in  San  Francisco  more  effective. 

In  the  development  of  this  study  we  have  had  counsel  and 
aid  from  the  Chamber  Of  Commerce,  airlines,  real  estate 
concerns, and  others.  A.C,  Jenkins  of  the  Gray  Lines,  Inc, 
Kenneth  McDonald  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce, and  B.K.Doolin 
and  Harold  Messer smith  of  the  Municipal  Airport  have  sup- 
plied useful  data  and  information. 

It  must  be  noted  that  certain  desirable  information?  par- 
ticularly data  on  the  -local  origin  and  destination  of 
airline  bus  passengers,  was  not  available  for  this  study. 
Conferences  with  the  contract  carrier  and,  with  the  air- 
lines, however,  have  served  to  determine  the  general 
pattern  of  distribution.  It  is  doubtful  if  the  precise 
figures  would  materially  alter  the  basic  recommendations. 

The  report  has  enlisted  interest  throughout  - the  staff,  but 
special  commendation  is  due  Sydney  Williams,  T.J.Kent  Jr., 
and  Samuel  Jung  for  their  work  on  the  document. 


L.  Deming  Tilton 
Director  of  Planning 
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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 


When  the  problem  of  locating  a Central  Airline  Bus  Ter- 
minal is  considered,  a basic  policy  question  arises: 


Should  the  Terminal  be  built  now  as  a permanent 
institution,  or  should  it  be  "temporary”  pend- 
ing completion  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway  and 
other  related  civic  improvements? 


The  City  Planning  Commission,  relying  upon  studies  made 
by  its  technical  staff,  answers  this  question  by  recom- 
mending that  the  airline  and  bus  transportation  com- 
panies adopt  the  following  programs  and  policies: 


Immediate  Program. 

1.  Provide  a "temporary"  Terminal  now, to  meet  air- 
line heeds  for  at  least  five  and  perhaps  ten 
years, 

2,  Locate  the  "temporary"  Terminal  in  the  area 

adjacent  to  the  southern  boundary  of  the  Cen- 
tral Business  District,  not  over  two  and  one- 

half  blocks  from  Market  Street  and  not  more 

than  three  and  one-half  blocks  east  or  four 

blocks  Trest  of  Seventh  Street, 


Future  Program. 

3.  Support  all  efforts  to  secure  a more  advanta- 

geous plan  for  connecting  the  Bayshore  Freeway, 
the  present  Bay  Bridge, and  the  Central  Business 
District,  which  will  ultimately  allow  a perma- 
nent Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  to  be  located 
close  to  the  Central  Business  District  and  di- 
rectly on  a high-speed,  off-street  motor  way 
leading  to  the  Airport, 

Plan  to  develop  a permanent  Terminal  as  soon  as 
Freeway  and  Bridge  Traffic  distribution  prob- 
lems have  been  solved. 


4. 
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I THE  NEED  FOR  A CENTRAL  AIRLINE  BUS  TERMINAL 


The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  now  making  extensive  improvements  in 
the  Municipal  Airport.  Twenty  million  dollars  will  be  spent  on 
the  program.  This  will  give  the  Bay  Area  a terminal  capable  of 
accommodating  the  largest  planes,  and  the  volume  of  passengers 
and  business  that  will  inevitably  develop  at  such  a center. 

Relocation  and  reconstruction  of  the  State  Highway  serving  the  Air- 
port will  be  begun  in  the  near  future.  A new  Freeway,  as  planned 
by  the  State  and  endorsed  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works , is  to  be  built  on  an  alignment  that  will  permit  the  neces- 
sary expansion  of  airport  facilities  and  vastly  improved  transpor- 
tation service  between  the  Airport  and  the  City.  When  this  project 
is  completed,  a safe,  high-speed  modern  Freeway  will  connect  the 
Airport  directly  with  San  Francisco. 

There  is  no  doubt  concerning  the  benefits  and  advantages  which 
both  the  new  freeway  and  the  enlarged  Airport  will  bring  to  San 
Francisco.  Fast  transportation  service  between  the  Airp0rt  and 
the  Central  Business  District,  however,  must  also  be  provided.  A 
Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  in  the  downtown  area  capable  of  hand- 
ling more  buses  and  expediting  the  movement  of  a larger  volume  of 
passengers  is  needed  to  complete  this  system. 

By  planning  wisely  and  with  proper  coordination  of  public  and 
private  effort,  San  Francisco  can  provide  itself  with  an  efficient 
and  attractive  system  of  air  transport  facilities.  Few  cities  will 
be  able  to  show  a commodious  modern  airport,  a safe,  high-speed 
traffic  artery  leading  to  it,  and  a fast  airline  bus  service  oper- 
ating out  of  a modern  terminal  close  to  the  heart  of  the  city. 
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II  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  A CENTRAL  AIRLINE  BUS  TERMINAL 


Transport  service  to  the  Airport  is  now  provided  "by: 

1.  Contract  bus  service  with  passengers  loading  and 
unloading  at  the  curb  at  each  airline  ticket  office; 

2.  Taxicabs  operating  from  hotels  and  other  points  of 
origin,  mostly  in  the  Central  business  District; 

3.  Private  automobiles; 

4.  pacific  Greyhound  Buses,  which  mainly  serve  the 
employees  at  the  field. 

Buses  operated  for  the  airlines  carry  the  largest  percentage  of 
traffic  to  the  field,  but  the  records  a-c  the  Airport  show  an  in- 
creasing ‘percentage  of  passengers  arriving  by  automobile  and 
taxicab.  Greyhound  buses  are  little  used  by  the  patrons  of  air- 
lines. Their  infrequent  service  is  not  intended  to  make  connections 
with  planes. 

Traffic  problems  in  the  city  created  by  the  airline  buses  are 
becoming  more  serious  as  the  passenger  loads  increase.  Curb  load- 
ing in  front  of  each  airline  ticket  office  is  obviously  an  unsatis- 
factory method  from  the  standpoint  of  both  the  passengers  and  the 
community. 

Traffic  congestion  caused  by  buses  both  at  the  Airport  and  on 
downtown  streets  will  become  more  serious  as  the  passenger  volume 
grows.  The  additional  facilities  now  being  built  will  enable  the 
Airport  to  accommodate  a plane  landing  and  departing  each  minute 
or  120  movements  per  hour.  If  we  assume  one-third  to  be  cargo 
planes,  80,  or  two-thirds  will  be  commercial  passenger  planes. 
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The  following  Table  shows  the  increasing  capacities  of  passenger 
aircraft. 


Table  I 


DC  3«s 
DC  6*s 

Republic  Rainbows 
Constellations 
Boeing  Stratocruisers 
DC  7»s 

Consolidated  237 »s 


21  persons 
44  " 

50  " 

60-66  " 

81-114  ” 

100  " 

200  " 


It  is  not  possible  to  forecast  accurately  the  maximum  hourly  traffic 
in  future  years,  but  the  San  Francisco  Airport  estimates  a five- 
fold increase  of  passenger  traffic  in  the  next  ten  years,  as  shown 
on  Plate  I.  The  Airport  is  being  rebuilt  to  accommodate  these  an- 
ticipated loads,  as  well  as  those  which  will  develop  from  feeder 
services • 


The  nature  of  the  transportation  required  to  serve  the  Airport  in 
the  future  is  indicated  by  the  following  summary  listing  of  pro- 
spective demands. 

1.  Twenty- five  airline  buses  of  30  passenger  capacity 
will  be  needed  per  hour  during  daily  peak  hours  in 
1956,  if  the  peak  hours  carry  10 % of  the  daily  air- 
line bus  volume  shown  in  the  lower  curve  on  Plate  I 
(derived  from  San  Francisco  Airport  estimates  of 
future  passenger  volume). 

2.  .rOne  hundred  airline  buses  of  30  passenger  capacity 
will  be  the  maximum  needed  per  hour  during  daily  peak 
hours  for  the  ultimate  capacity  of  the  San  Francisco 
Airport,  if  the  average  plane  load  is  50,  and  if  75$ 
of  the  passengers  use  buses. 
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AIRLINE  8 US  LOADING 

BASED  ON  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIRPORT  PASSENGER  ESTIMATES 
COMPARED  WITH  NATIONAL  AIRLINE  PASSENGER  TOTALS 


1935  1940  1945  1950  1955 


NOTE:  WITH  GOOD  A I r li  ne  terminal  facilities  it  is  assumed 

THAT  THE  PRESENT  70%  OF  AIRLINE  PASSENGERS  USING 
BUSSES  WILL  REMAIN  CONSTANT  OR  INCREASE. 

PREPARED  BY  SAN  FRANCISCO  CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

MICHEL  D.  WEILLpres.  L.  DEMING  TILTON 

JAMES  J.  WALSH  Q I A T t I DIRECTOR  OF  PLANNING 

GARDNER  A DAILEY  TL.MIC  I 

MRS.  CHARLES  B.  PORTER 
J.  JOSEPH  SULLIVAN 


J.  ROGER  DEAS 
SECRETARY 
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3,  Passengers  using  taxicabs  and  private  automobiles 
will  also  increase  in  number,  and  will  vary  as  the 
bus  or  common  carrier  service  fails  to  provide  ad- 
equate capacity,  frequency  of  service,  or  satis- 
factory speed* 

4*  Visitors  to  the  new  and  enlarged  Airport  will  be 

more  numerous.  Airport  officials  anticipate  larger 
annual  revenues  from  this  source.  General  improve- 
ment of  public  transportation  to  the  Airport  will 
stimulate  this  type  of  business  activity. 

5.  Employment  at  the  Airport  is  expected  to  grow.  The 
number  employed  may  exceed  10,000  when  the  improve- 
ments now  planned  are  finished.  Only  a small 
fraction  of  these  workers  will  live  within  walking 
distance.  Many  will  come  by  private  automobile, 
but  the  larger  percentage  of  those  living  in  the 
City  will  probably  depend  upon  public  transportation. 

6.  Some  interchange  between  the  Airport,  railroad  and 
bus  stations,  other  airports, . the  piers,  and  other 
transport  terminals  can  be  expected. 

Adequate  methods  of  meeting  these  transport  needs  will  be  required. 
The  anticipated  demands  summarized  above  call  for  the  following 
types  of  service: 

1.  A special  bus  service  for  airline  patrons  landing 
at  and  departing  from  a well-de signed  central  ter- 
minal located  in  proper  relationship  to  the  Bay- 
shore  Freeway; 

2.  public  carriers,  such  as  SP  trains.  Greyhound  buses. 
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and  Municipal  Railway  cars  or  buses,  operating 
on  frequent  schedules; 

3,  Taxicabs  and  private  automobiles; 

4,  Helicopter  service,  whenever  practicable,  for  both 
airline  passengers  and  visitors,  the  locations  of 
the  terminals  being  determined  with  reference  to 
the  various  factors  governing  the  uses  of  such 
aircraft. 

For  the  support  of  these  operations,  in  the  future,  better  terminal 
facilities  in  the  City  will  be  required.  Inasmuch  as  the  larger 
proportion  of  the  airline  passenger  traffic  originates  in  or  near 
the  Central  Business  District,  a terminal  location  reasonably  close 
to  this  area  is  indicated.  Since  bus  service  to  the  Airport  will 
ultimately  be  over  the  new  Freeway,  a location  providing  quick  and 
easy  access  to  the  Freeway  will  be  desirable.  The  most  advantageous 
plan  would  permit  airport  buses  to  arrive  and  depart  from  the  ter- 
minal without  entering  or  crossing  traffic  streams  on  surface 
streets.  Bus  operations,  to  conserve  the  advantages  of  time- 
saving  in  the  air,  must  be  given  every  possible  means  of  avoiding 
traffic  delays.  Failure  or  inability  to  provide  fast  ground  move- 
ment between  the  Airport  and  a centrally  located  terminal  will 
result  in  dispersed  and  competitive  types  of  ground  transportation, 
not  ultimately  as  satisfactory  as  buses  leaving  from  a single 
Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal. 

The  site  selected  for  the  terminal  should  be  ample  in  size  (at 
least  30,000  square  feet)  so  that  a properly  designed  building 
may  be  provided,  with  ample  space  for  off-street  loading  and 
parking. 
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Provisions  must  also  be  made  for  expansion  to  accommodate  the  an- 
ticipated increase  in  air  travel. 

It  is  obvious  that  no  site  will  be  equally  convenient  for  all  users, 
but  the  location  chosen  should  meet  all  primary  tests  of  conveni- 
ence. 

The  special  needs  of  the  proposed  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  dis- 
cussed above  indicate  that  the  most  important  requirements  for  the 
Terminal  site  ares 

1.  Direct  means  of  access  to  a high-speed  thoroughfare  lead- 
ing to  the  Airport  from  the  Central  Business  District; 

2.  Ample  size  for  the  Terminal  building  and  for  off-street 
bus  loading,  unloading,  and  for  the  parking  of  private 
automobiles ; 

3.  Reasonable  cost  for  land  and  the  demolition  or  remodel- 
ing of  existing  structures,  if  necessary; 

4.  Ease  of  access  for  taxis  and  private  automobiles; 

5*  Proper  relationship  to  all  major  transit  lines  especially 
those  serving  the  Central  Business  District, 
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III  MASTER  PLAN  REQUIREMENTS  AFFECTING  LOCATION  OF  TERMINAL 


The  Master  Flan  of  San  Francisco  recommends  the  development  of  a 
Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal,  No  specific  location  for  such  a 
project  is  indicated,  hov/ever.  As  contemplated  in  the  Master  Plan, 
the  terminal  will  be  an  important  element  in  the  pattern  of  the 
City  wherever  it  is  built,  and  will  influence  and  be  affected  by 
many  other  developments.  Possible  locations  for  the  proposed  Ter- 
minal must  be  considered,  therefore,  in  relation  to  other  civic 
developments , 

Land  Use  and  Development.  The  Land  Use  section  of  the  Master  Flan 
contemplates  an  expansion  of  the  Central  Business  District.  Growth 
is  considered  most  feasible  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  At  pres- 
ent, property  in  the  area  is  not  used  efficiently.  Substandard 
tenements  are  mixed  indescriminately  among  commercial  and  industrial 
buildings.  They  interfere  with  the  orderly  and  economical  develop- 
ment of  property  for  essential  business  purposes.  If  the  new  bridge 
and  freeway  terminals,  which  are  being  discussed  at  present,  are 
built  in  this  section  of  the  City,  they  may  become  the  first  of  a 
series  of  reconstruction  projects  that  could  result  in  the  complete 
redevelopment  of  the  entire  South  of  Market  district. 

Circulation.  The  Master  Plan  presents  the  following  proposals 
concerning  freeways  and  major  streets: 

1.  Provision  of  a Marginal  Freeway  along  the  Embarcadero, 
connecting  with  the  Bayshore  Freeway  below  the  County 
Line  • 

2.  Completion  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway  between  the  Airport 
and  Seventh  and  3ryant  Streets  in  San  Francisco,  with 
a freeway  connection  to  the  Bay  Bridge  on  a route  par- 
allel to  and  just  north  of  Bryant  Street  from  Seventh 
to  2nd  Streets. 
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3.  Provision  of  freeway  access  ramps  along  Bryant  and 
Harrison  Streets  to  and  from  the  following  major  streets: 
Seventh,  Sixth,  Fourth,  Hawthorne  (New  Montgomery), 

and  Second  Streets. 

4.  Construction  of  a freeway  connection  from  the  Bay- 
shore  Freeway  at  Division  Street  with  Van  Ness  Ave. 
north  of  Market  Street. 

5.  Improvement  of  Market  Street  crossings  of  the  fol- 
lowing major  streets:  Seventh,  Sixth,  Fifth,  Fourth, 

and  Second  Streets. 

6.  Reversal  of  direction  of  one-way  traffic  on  New  Mont- 
gomery Street  from  southbound  to  northbound,  and  es- 
tablishment of  Second  Street  as  a one-way  street  for 
southbound  traffic. 


If  it  is  assumed  that  the  Marginal  Freeway  will  be  built  in  accord- 
ance with  the  above  proposals,  the  Terminal  could  be  located  just 
east  of  the  Central  Business  District,  near  the  Bmbarcadero.  Access 
to  freeway  routes  leading  to  the  Airport  would  be  more  direct  from 
this  area  than  from  any  other  area  in  or  near  the  Central  Business 
District, 


However,  it  is  not  certain  that  the  Marginal  Freeway  will  be  built 
within  the  next  ten  years.  The  present  freeway  building  program 
of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  calls  for  the  construction  of 
the  Bayshore  Freeway  only.  Since  it  is  essential  that  the  Terminal 
be  situated  advantageously  with  respect  to  the  best  available  route 
to  the  Airport,  its  location  at  present  must  be  near  the  terminus 
of  the  Bayshore  Freeway. 

Present  plans  for  the  Bayshore  Freeway  call  for  the  use  of  surface 
streets  for  the  distribution  of  vehicular  traffic  in  the  area  south 
of  Market  Street.  Traffic  will  enter  and  leave  the  Freeway  on  ramps 
connecting  with  Harrison  and  Bryant  Streets  near.  Seventh.  This  plan 
offers  little  advantage  to  a bus  service  expecting  to  operate  on 
high-speed  schedules  between  the  Central  Business  District  and  the 
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Airport.  Time  zone  studies,  which  illustrate  this  point,  are 
shown  on  Plate  2. 

The  Bayshore  Freeway  terminus,  like  the  terminus  of  the  Bay  Bridge, 
represents  "unfinished  business".  The  City  will  be  required  to 
spend  millions  of  dollars  for  corrective  measures  unless  the  State 
can  be  persuaded  to  do  a complete  job. 

Comparison  of  Master  Plan  Proposals  and  Terminal  Needs.  It  is  ob- 
vious from  the  preceding  discussion  that  the  future  plans  of  both 
the  City  and  State  have  a direct  and  important  bearing  upon  bus 
service  to  the  Airport.  It  is  also  clear  that  consideration  of 
the  special  needs  of  the  proposed  Terminal  indicates  the  necessity 
of  re-examining  existing  plans  for  the  terminus  of  the  Bayshore 
Freeway.  Preliminary  conclusions  resulting  from  the  comparison  of 
the  Terminal  and  Master  Plan  requirements  are  listed  below: 

1.  The  Terminal  should  be  developed  on  a temporary  site  and  should 
be  designed  to  meet  airline  needs  for  the  next  five  and  perhaps 
ten  years. 

2.  The  temporary,  or  interim,  site  should  be  located  so  as  to 
have  good  access  to  the  terminus  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway  as 
presently  planned. 

5.  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  develop  a freeway  connection 
between  the  Bayshore  Freeway  and  the  Central  Business  District  so 
that  the  Terminal  eventually  may  be  located  as  close  as  possible 
to  the  Central  Business  District  and  still  have  direct  access  to 
a freeway  route  leading  to  the  Airport. 


4.  The  above  mentioned  freeway  connection  between  the  Bayshore 
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SITES  IN  RELATION  TO  CIRCULATION 

m3  SITES  selected  for  comparison 

• OTHER  SITES  STUDIED 

/lO)  TIME  from  terminus  of  batshore  freeway 


IV  SURVEY  OP  POSSIBLE  TERMINAL  LOCATIONS 


The  requirements  of  the  Master  Plan  make  it  evident  that  the  best 
temporary  location  for  the  proposed  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal 
is  south  of  Market  Street.  However,  for  purposes  of  comparison, 
factors  such  as  the  size,  cost,  and  availability  of  sites  in  a much 
larger  area  were  studied  in  detail. 


Four  general  districts  were  chosen  for  study:  the  heart  of  the 

Central  Business  District,  west  of  the  Central  Business  District, 
east  of  the  Central  Business  District,  and  south  of  Market  Street, 
Within  these  districts,  sites  considered  suitable  for  the  proposed 
Terminal  were  spotted  in  the  field  and  then  compared,  to  determine 
both  the  relative  value  of  the  site  and  the  suitability  of  the  dis- 
trict for  airline  bus  terminal  use.  In  addition,  sites  with  special 
characteristics,  such  as  the  Perry  Building  and  the  East  Bay  Ter- 
minal, were  also  considered.  These  sites  are  discussed  in  the 
Appendix. 

Following  is  a brief  description  and  evaluation  of  the  four  general 
districts  mentioned  above. 


The  Heart  of  the  antral  Business  District-  The  blocks  comprising 
this  general  district,  »hich  are  immediately  adjacent  to  Onion 
Square , .ere  not  considered  suitable  for  the  Terminal  location  be- 
cause of  traffic  congestion  and  the  ektremely  high  cost  of  land. 
Airline  passenger  trends  indicate  that  the  present  large  proportion 
of  travelers  .ho  are  engaged  in  business  and  financial  activities 
is  decreasing  and  that  a more  general  family  use  of  air  transporta- 
tion is  developing,  making  location  of  the  terminal  in  the  center 
of  the  business  district  a factor  of  deore.slng  importance.  Is, 
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however,  desirable  that  the  Airlines  continue  to  maintain  ticket 
and  promotional  offices  within  the  shopping  district. 

West  of  the  Central  Business  District.  This  area,  between  Mason 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  north  of  Market,  is  convenient  to  the 
central  district,  to  the  Civic  Center,  and  to  Van  Ness  Avenue. 
Public  transit  is  ample,  but  other  terminal  facilities  are  not  con- 
venient. The  present  difficulty  of  access  by  buses  is  one  of  the 
principal  drawbacks  to  location  of  the  proposed  Terminal  in  this 
area.  Buses  traveling  from  the  Airport  to  a site  in  the  area 
adjacent  to  the  business  district  would  be  forced  to  cross  Market 
Street  either  at  the  extremely  congested  Sixth  Street  intersection 
or  at  Hyde  Street,  and  to  make  a loop  east  into  the  area  involving 
extra  mileage.  The  route  from  sites  near  the  Qivic  Center  to  the 
principal  hotels  is  circuitous.  Sites  in  this  area  are  generally 
small  or  surrounded  by  buildings  of  substantial  character,  and  the 
streets  necessary  for  acces  are  relatively  narrow  and  congested. 

Under  present  conditions  this  district  appears  to  be  least  favored 
for  the  location  of  a Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal,  The  character 
of  the  district,  the  size  and  cost  of  sites,  and  the  difficulty  of 
access  for  buses  all  operate  against  its  use. 

East  of  the  Central  Business  District.  This  portion  of  the  down- 
town area  includes  the  financial  district,  centering  about  the 
intersection  of  Montgomery  and  California  Streets.  The  western 
part  merges  with  the  downtown  shopping  area,  while  the  eastern 
section  is  close  to  the  Ferry  Building  and  the  East  Bay  Terminal 
and  includes  the  Marin  County  Greyhound  Bus  Depot.  Public  transit 
facilities  and  access  routes  for  automobiles  and  taxis  from  hotels 
and  other  parts  of  the  city  are  good.  However,  unless  the  Marginal 
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Freeway  is  completed,  or  movement  of  traffic  parallel  to  Market 
Street  is  radically  improved,  access  by  buses  from  the  Airport 
would  be  time-consuming. 

This  district  has  some  desirable  characteristics  for  the  location 
of  the  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal.  It  has  the  advantages  of 
convenience  to  the  financial  district  and  to  the  East  Bay  Terminal, 
and  of  relatively  good  access  to  the  downtown  hotels.  Airport 
buses,  however,  would  have  to  make  a long  run  up  to  the  entrance  of 
the  Bayshore  Freeway,  Land  costs  are  relatively  high  and  available 
sites  are  generally  inadequate  in  size. 

South  of  Market  Street.  This  district,  two  full  blocks  in  width, 
is  adjacent  to  Market  Street  and  extends  from  the  East  Bay  Terminal 
to  Eleventh  Street.  It  contains,  at  present,  the  Santa  Fe  Bus  Depot 
and  two  Greyhound  Bus  Depots.  The  central  part  of  it  includes  the 
southern  portion  of  the  Central  Business  District.  Public  transit 
is  available  on  Market  Street,  Mission  Street,  Howard  Street,  and 
at  frequent  cross  streets.  Airline  buses  could  enter  the  western 
part  of  this  district  from  the  terminus  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway 
at  Seventh  and  Bryant  Streets  and  reach  a terminal  located  between 
Third  and  Eleventh  Streets  within  a few  minutes.  Some  of  the  sites 
studied  are  large  enough  to  provide  for  expansion  and  ample  off- 
street  parking,  and  others  are  near  suitable  property  which  could 
be  acquired  for  this  purpose.  The  proposed  extension  of  the  Bay- 
shore  Freeway,  discussed  in  Section  III  of  this  report,  would  make 
sites  in  the  central  portion  of  this  district  highly  desirable.  If 
the  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  is  located  in  this  district,  it 
will  be  relatively  convenient  to  the  Southern  Pacific  Station,  the 
East  Bay  Terminal,  and  to  the  various  Bus  Depots. 
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Considering  the  ease  of  access  to  the  western  part  of  this  area 
from  the  terminus  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway,  and  the  present  avail- 
ability of  large  parcels  of  land  which  are  unoccupied  or  are  cov- 
ered with  development  which  has  been  blighted,  this  part  of  the 
district  is  best  suited  for  the  location  of  the  temporary  Central 
Airline  Bus  Terminal,  The  prospects  of  future  Freeway  construction 
and  of  redevelopment  in  this  area,  combined  with  the  relative  ease 
of  acquiring  land  for  expansion  and  parking,  indicate  that  the 
central  part  of  this  district  may  also  be  most  suitable  for  the 
location  of  a future  permanent  Terminal, 

Survey  and  Analysis.  Within  the  last  three  of  the  above  districts 
63  sites  were  selected  for  study  as  possible  locations  for  the 
proposed  Terminal,  In  general,  these  sites  were  chosen  because 
they  were  either  vacant  or  were  occupied  by  old  and  dilapidated 
buildings  or  by  buildings  less  than  three  stories  high.  After  the 
study  sites  had  been  selected,  information  on  the  following  factors 
for  each  site  was  obtained: 

1,  Type  of  improvements 

2.  Assessed  valuation  of  land  and  buildings 

3,  Available  land  area 

4,  Relation  to  access  routes  (major  streets  and  proposed 
freeways ) 

5.  Relation  to  transit  facilities 

6.  Relation  to  parking  facilities 

This  information  was  then  analyzed  and  comparative  tables  were 
prepared  to  determine  the  most  desirable  locations.  The  results 
of  this  analysis  provided  the  basis  upon  which  preliminary  conclu- 
sions were  developed.  The  data  and  tables  referred  to  are  available 
for  study  in  the  office  of  the  city  planning  department. 
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Final  Comparison  of  Typical  Sites,  The  next  step  in  the  analysis 


was  the  selection  of  five  typical  sites  in  each  of  the  three  dis- 
tricts (east,  west,  and  south  of  the  Central  Business  District)  for 
further  study  and  presentation.  The  factors  considered  and  the 
results  of  this  final  comparison  are  shown  on  Plate  5.  The  15  sites 
were  rated  on  the  basis  of  their  suitability  with  respect  to  the 
six  factors  already  mentioned  plus  the  seven  additional  factors 
listed  on  the  Plate.  The  table  shows  clearly  that  the  western  part 
of  the  district  south  of  Market  Street  offers  the  most  advantages 
for  the  temporary  location  of  the  proposed  Terminal. 

The  15  sites  listed  on  plate  3 are  indexed  by  number  on  the  maps 
presented  on  plates  2 and  4 so  that  their  approximate  sizes  and 
positions  may  be  studied,  it  will  be  observed  that  sites  1,  2,  3, 
and  4,  which  received  the  highest  ratings,  are  all  within  the  final 
recommended  area. 

It  was  not  considered  the  function  of  the  site  survey  to  specify 
the  exact  site  upon  which  the  Terminal  should  be  built.  A general 
area  has  been  recommended  as  a result  of  the  study  of  63  possible 
sites.  There  should  be  other  possible  sites  in  the  recommended  area 
having  advantages  similar  to  those  of  the  first  four  typical  sites 
shown  on  Plate  3. 

It  should  be  noted  also  that  the  recommended  area  shown  on  Plate  4 
is  approximate  and  is  not  intended  to  exclude  sites  just  outside 
the  borderline  as  drawn. 
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NOTE: 


THE  ABOVE  TYPICAL 
FIELD  SOLELY  FOR 
SITES  WITH  SPECIAL 


SITES  WERE  CHOSEN  FROM  A LARGE  NUMBER  SPOTTED  IN  THE 
THE  PURPOSE  OF  COMPARING  GENERAL  AREAS  FOR  SUITABILITY. 
QUALIFICATIONS  ARE  TREATED  ELSEWHERE. 


PREPARED  BY  SAN 

MICHEL  D.  WEILLPRES. 
JAMES  j.  WALSH 
GARDNER  A.  DAILEY 
MRS.  CHARLES  B.  PORTER 
J.  JOSEPH  SULLIVAN 


FRANCISCO  CITY 


PLATE 


PLA 


NNIN6  COMMISSION 

L.  DEMING  TILTON 

DIRECTOR  OF  PLAN  NING 


J.  ROSE 

S E C R 


FACTORS  IN 
SITE  RATING 


• UNDER  SMIN.  FROM 
O UNDER  II  MIN.  FRO  M 
X OVER  II  MIN  FROM 


7'TH-BRYANT 

7'TH-BRYANT 

7'TH-BRYANT 


• OVER  30,000  SO  FT 
2 O 15,000  TO  30,000  SQ.FT. 
X UNDE  R 15,000  SQ.  FT. 


• SPACE  AVAILABLE  FOR  ADDITIONAL  PARKING 
3 O SPACE  FOR  ADDITIONAL  PARKING  LIMITED 

X SPACE  FOR  ADDITIONAL  PARKING  SATURATED 

• ON  MAJOR  STREET  CONNECTING  3 TERM. 

< O WITHIN  3 BLOCKS  OF  I TERMINAL 

X OVER  3 BLOCKS  FROM  ANY  TERMINAL 

• USE  STREETS  70'  TO  90' 

5 O USE  STREETS  50' TO  70'  ONE  WAY 

X USE  STREETS  50' TO  70' HEAVY  TRAFFIC 

• 3 FRONTAGES  OR  BETWEEN  2 STREETS 

6 O 2 FRONTAGES-CORNER 
X I STREET  FRONTAGE 

• ASSESSED  VALUATION  S I TO  *2.50  SQ.  FT. 

7 O ASSESSED  VALUATION  *2.50  TO  *5  SQ.FT. 

X ASSESSED  VALUATION  OVER  *5  SQ.FT. 

• ADJACENT  TO  LOW  BLIGHTED  BLDGS. 

8 O ADJACENT  TO  MEDI  UM  COST  BLDGS. 

X ADJACENT  TO  COSTLY  BLDGS. 


• MAJOR  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  I BLOCK 
9 O MINOR  PUBLIC  TRANSIT  I BLOCK 

X TRANSIT  OVER  I BLOCK 

• WITHIN  4 BLOCKS  UNION  SQUARE 
tO  O WITHIN  10  BLOCKS  UNION  SQUARE 

X OVER  10  BLOCKS  UNION  SQUARE 

• SITE  OFFERED  FOR  SALE 

11  O SITE  PROBABLY  AVAILABLE 

X SITE  AVAILABILITY  DOUBTFUL 

• WITHIN  BUSINESS  DISTRICT 

12  o BUSINESS  DISTRICT  2 BLOCKS 

X BUSINESS  DISTRICT  OVER  3 BLOCKS 

• BUILDING  ON  SITE  FOR  TEMP.  TERMINAL 

13  O POOR  BUILDING  FOR  TEMPORARY  USE 
X NO  BUILDING  ON  SITE 


2L 
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V CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: j : 

Conclusions : 

1.  The  present  system  of  handling  airline  bus  passengers  at  the 
curb  in  front  of  each  airline  ticket  office  is  unsatisfactory, 
from  the  standpoint  of  the  carriers,  the  traveling  public  and  the 
community. 

2.  A large  increase  in  airline  traffic  is  in  prospect.  This 
emphasizes  the  need  for  a more  efficient  method  of  handling  airline 
passengers,  their  baggage,  and  their  automobiles  in  the  downtown 
area, 

3.  The  construction  of  an  enlarged  and  more  efficient  Airport 
is  assured.  The  State  has  planned  and  will  build  a new  Bay- 
shore  Freeway  between  the  City  and  the  Airport.  Add  a Central 
Airline  Bus  Terminal  to  these  important  new  projects  and  San 
Francisco  will  have  an  unparalleled  combination  of  facilities  for 
air  travel. 

4.  It  would  be  unwise  to  build  a permanent  airline  bus  terminal 
until  more  complete  or  final  plans  are  made  for  the  intown  dis- 
tribution of  traffic  from  the  Bayshore  Freeway,  and  decisions  are 
made  on  various  related  streets,  bridge,  and  transit  projects  now 
under  consideration. 

5.  This  study  again  directs  attention  to  the  inadequacies  of 
present  plans  for  the  terminus  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway  as  planned 
at  Seventh  and  Bryant  Streets,  south  of  Market  Street.  The  City 
Planning  Commission  believes  that  downtown  traffic  and  parking 
conditions  will  become  more  serious  in  this  area  if  these  plans 
are  carried  out.  The  location  and  arrangement  of  the  Freeway 
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terminus  has  a vital  bearing  upon  the  operation  of  the  proposed 
Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal. 
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6.  Since  it  unlikely  that  an  acceptable  plan  for  connecting  the 
Freeway  (as  presently  planned)  with  the  Central  Business  District 
can  be  developed  in  the  immediate  future,  a Terminal  should  be 
built  on  a temporary  site,  selected  primarily  to  meet  airline  de- 
mands for  the  next  five  or  ten  years, 

7.  The  results  of  the  survey  show  that  sites  exist  south  of  Market 
Street  that  are  generally  larger  and  less  expensive  than  those  in 
other  areas  adjacent  to  the  Central  Business  District.  In  addition 
these  sites  are  surrounded  by  a type  of  development  which  will 
permit  more  economical  acquisition  of  land  for  future  expansion  and 
parking.  The  Terminal,  if  properly  designed  and  located,  will  have 
a beneficial  effect  upon  the  district  in  which  it  is  established. 

8.  The  conditions  established  for  selecting  a location  for  the 
Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  are  listed  below.  The  Terminal  site 
should  be: 

a.  Close  to  a freeway  or  to  an  elevated  way  leading  directly 
to  the  San  Francisco  Airport. 

b.  Ample  in  size  and  reasonable  in  cost  to  provide  for  the 
expansion  necessary  to  meet  the  anticipated  increase  in 
air  travel. 

c.  Large  enough  for  automobile  parking  close  to  areas  which 
can  be  developed  for  additional  parking  space. 

d.  Convenient  to  other  terminals,  transit  lines,  and  the 
Central  Business  District. 

e.  Accessible  to  autos  and  taxis  from  relatively  uncongested 
streets* 
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The  survey  and  conclusions  lead  the  City  Planning  Commission  to  make 

the  following  recommendations: 

1.  A temporary  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal,  to  serve  for  approxi- 
mately ten  years,  should  be  developed  at  this  time. 

2.  A site  large  enough  for  present  and  anticipated  operational 
needs  for  this  period  should  be  selected. 

3*  Such  a site,  meeting  practically  all  basic  requirements  for  a 
temporary  Terminal,  can  be  found  in  the  area  adjacent  to  the 
southern  Boundary  of  the  Central  Business  District,  not  more 
than  two  and  one-half  blocks  from  Market  Street  and  not  more 
than  three  and  one-half  blocks  east  or  four  blocks  west  of 
Seventh  Street  (see  Plate  4).  It  is  believed  that  this  general 
area  will  also  have  the  maximum  advantages  for  the  location  of 
a permanent  Terminal. 

4.  Support  should  be  given  all  efforts  to  develop  an  extension  of 
the  Bayshore  Freeway  to  the  Central  Business  District.  This 
traffic  distribution  facility  should  be  an  integral  part  of  the 
Freeway  system  designed  to  provide  better  distribution  of 
traffic  from  both  the  Bayshore  Freeway  and  the  Bay  Bridge  into 
and  around  the  Central  Business  District. 

5.  A permanent  Terminal  should  be  planned  and  built  as  soon  as  a 
solution  of  the  Bridge  and  Freeway  distribution  problem  has 
been  worked  out. 
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APPENDIX  - SPECIAL  SITES 
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The  following  special  sites  have  been  considered  as  possible 
locations  for  the  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal.  They  have  not  been 
included  in  the  foregoing  analysis  of  sites  because  their  use 
depends  upon  the  development  of  related  projects,  such  as  the 
Marginal  Freeway,  World  Trade  Center,  and  Market  Street  Subway 
which  are  not  at  present  assured. 

1.  Ferry  Building:  This  building  covers  an  area  of  approximately 

91,000  square  feet  and  is  used  at  present  mainly  by  ferry-boat 
passengers  traveling  to  and  from  the  Southern  Pacific  Mole  in 
Oakland.  It  is  understood  that  the  State  Harbor  Commission  has 
offered  the  Ferry  Building  for  use  as  a Central  Airline  Bus  Termi- 
nal, and  has  offered  also  to  undertake  the  necessary  remodeling. 

In  the  1943  Shoreline  Development  Report  issued  by  the  City  Plan- 
ning Commission,  the  need  for  rehabilitation  of  the  Ferry  Building 
area  was  stressed.  It  was  proposed  that  the  Ferry  Building  be  used 
either  as  a ’’Water  Gate”  to  the  city,  Bus  Terminal,  or  Tourist 
Center.  The  proposed  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal  would  not  be  in- 
consistent with  these  suggestions.  The  usefulness  of  this  site, 
however,  depends  upon  the  completion  of  the  Marginal  Freeway,  as 
proposed  in  the  Master  Plan.  Without  the  Marginal  Freeway,  buses 
to  the  Airport  would  be  required  either  to  use  congested  Third 
Street  to  get  out  of  the  city,  or  to  contend  with  traffic  in  the 
area  south  of  Market  Street,  in  order  to  reach  the  Bay shore  Freeway 
at  Seventh  and  Bryant  Streets. 

2,  East  Bay  Terminal:  This  large  building  at  First,  Fremont,  and 

Mission  Streets  is  used  for  East  Bay  train  and  bus  service  and  is 
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served  by  the  majority  of  San  Francisco  street  oar  lines.  It  is 
probable  that  the  East  Bay  Terminal  will  be  remodeled  in  the  near 
future  to  accommodate  the  large  number  of  transbay  buses  which  use 
the  Terminal  at  the  present  time.  For  various  reasons  the  design 
of  this  building  has  not  proved  satisfactory.  The  present  waiting 
room,  due  to  its  location  on  a lower  level,  is  not  used  to  capacity, 
even  for  passengers  waiting  for  buses  on  the  same  level.  Consider- 
able congestion  is  experienced  about  the  terminal  from  bus  and  street 
car  loading  and  from  bridge  traffic.  The  improvement  of  the  internal 
and  external  functioning  of  this  building  is  a serious  problem  yet 
to  be  solved,  and  it  is  doubtful  if  the  additional  complication  of 
airline  bus  service  should  be  added,  even  for  a temporary  period, 

3.  World  Trade  Center:  The  location  for  this  large  development  has 

been  proposed  in  approximately  the  same  area  as  the  present  whole- 
sale produce  district  between  Clay,  Pacific,  and  Battery  Streets, 
and  the  Embarcadero,  The  World  Trade  Center,  as  the  name  implies, 
would  be  an  organized  grouping  of  buildings  serving  foreign  trade 
agencies,  consulates,  and  financial  institutions.  It  would  be  a 
highly  desirable  location  for  the  proposed  Central  Airline  Bus 
Terminal  if  the  Marginal  Freeway  were  completed.  However,  neither 
the  Marginal  Freeway  nor  the  World  Trade  Center  are  likely  to  become 
realities  for  several  years.  The  development  of  the  latter  project 
depends  largely  on  the  relocation  of  the  produce  market  which  has 
not  yet  been  definitely  determined, 

4.  Second  and  Sansone  Street  Terminal:  It  has  been  proposed  in  the 

Master  Plan  to  extend  the  Key  System  transit  lines  from  the  East  Bay 
Terminal  to  Market  Street  between  the  intersection  of  Second  and 
Sansome  Streets.  The  downtown  terminus  of  the  proposed  Market  Street 
subway  might  also  be  located  in  this  area.  In  addition,  it  is  pro- 
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posed  to  extend  Sansome  Street  across  Market  to  an  intersection  with 
Second  Street  in  order  to  provide  an  additional  north- south  vehicular 


thoroughfare.  A triangular  piece  of  land  bounded  by  Second  Street, 
Market  Street,  and  the  extension  of  Sansome  Street  would  be  forned 
containing  an  area  of  approximately  48,000  square  feet.  This  site 
could  be  considered  for  the  permanent  Central  Airline  Bus  Terminal, 
since  it  would  be  convenient  to  and  easily  accessible  from  the 
financial  and  business  districts  and  to  San  Francisco  and  East  Bay 
transit  lines.  Since  none  of  the  proposed  improvements  mentioned 
above  are  assured,  however,  this  site  cannot  be  considered  suitable 
at  the  present  time. 
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